the Lauterpacht Centre for International Law and the Faculty of Law at the University of Cambridge hosted a conference on the theme Interpretation in International Law. As conveners of the conference, we were delighted with the response to our call for papers, and the creative insights brought to bear on a perennially popular subject in the theory and practice of public international law. In their presentations and discussions, we urged the many distinguished academics and practitioners in attendance to consider who has or claims to have the authority to interpret in international law, and how actors within the international legal system advance these claims. Rather than concentrating on textual interpretation or doctrinal exposition, we considered that the identity of the interpreters and the epistemic communities involved in interpretation should be foregrounded.
tered the landscape of global governance. 8 Although the process of judicialisation has been described as`uneven' , 9 international adjudication has had an increasing part to play in facilitating the peaceful settlement of disputes. 10 However, the international adjudication`progress narrative' has resulted in a range of interpretive dilemmas, frequently discussed in terms of regime interaction and fragmentation. 11 The growth of international adjudication has given rise to a greater range of actors engaged in the battle for`semantic authority' that characterises the practice of interpretation in international law.
12 Accordingly, it has become increasingly imperative to closely analyse the interpretive approaches adopted by different international courts and tribunals. 13 Given that international courts and tribunals inevitably`develop their own hermeneutics' , 14 a myopic focus on the rules of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties is no longer sufficient to tackle the complexities of interpretation in international adjudication.
In the first two Articles of this symposium, interpretation in international adjudication is considered in the context of the Special Tribunal for Lebanon (STL), In an article based on his keynote address, Judge Sir David Baragwanath, the President of the STL, reflects on the challenges of interpretation in international adjudication across the common law/civil law divide. The ability to bridge these legal traditions assumes particular relevance in the STL, the controversial UNsponsored international criminal tribunal tasked with applying the substantive criminal law of Lebanon. 16 Baragwanath, whose professional background is as a common law judge, 17 provides an illuminating discussion of the relationship between interpretation and international law-making, the tensions between interpretive certainty and flexibility, and the need for an interpretive test predicated on the`highest standard of practical necessity' . He contends that the interpreter must examine legal issues`through a periscope that lifts one's vision beyond the confines of our own particular experience' , enabling one to select the path that most readily responds to the exigencies of the case at hand. Baragwanath argues that common law and civilian legal traditions share origins and aims that often help unite their approach across the interpretive divide; it is the adherence to these values that form the bedrock of the interpretive approach of the STL.
The following article deals with treaty interpretation in the CJEU and the WTO Appellate Body. Authored by Andreas Sennekamp and Isabelle Van Damme, 18 a Counsellor at the WTO Appellate Body Secretariat and Référendaire at the CJEU respectively, this contribution provides the reader with a valuable insider's perspective into the interpretive practices of the two institutions. The article begins by providing a general background to the adjudicatory practices of the CJEU and the Appellate Body, highlighting elements of the institutional context that shape the judicial function of each tribunal. The interpretive approaches of the CJEU and the Appellate Body are often juxtaposed in academic analysis; the former noted for its teleological approach and attachment to effectiveness, and the latter for adopting a strict textualist approach. Vidmar demonstrates that judicial interpretation of the right to political participation has resulted in multi-party elections being prescribed as the preferred institutional setting in international human rights law. Indeed, some courts have limited the possibility of independent candidates participating outside the party politics framework. Vidmar also canvasses a more substantive conception of democracy that is emerging through judicial interpretation of the`necessary in a democratic society' limitation clause, whereby exercise of the democratic rights is limited in order to protect democracy. Thus, the article cogently highlights the role of international adjudication in interpreting legal obligations generated by the principle of democracy.
In the final article of the symposium, Diane Desierto and Colin Gillespie address the interpretation of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) by a pluralist community of institutional interpreters including the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, and a range of international and national courts and tribunals. Desierto and Gillespie articulate an interpretive paradigm for the authoritative determination of international responsibility for violations of ICESCR. They focus on normative justiciability (the precision of ICESCR rights and amenability of application by judicial or quasi-judicial bodies) and institutional justiciability (the competence of a tribunal to adjudicate or assess violations of Covenant rights). In terms of normative justiciability, the authors foreground the`minimum core content' of ICE-SCR obligations that are jointly determined by each State Party with the Committee upon accession, in conjunction with the principles of non-discrimination, non-retrogression and progressive realisation. Regarding institutional justiciability, the authors argue that the proliferation of authoritative interpreters explains the diversity of forms of relief granted for ICESCR violations. Desierto and Gillespie's comprehensive analysis of interpretive practice under ICESCR is both timely and instructive, in the context of a symposium on international adjudication: timely, given the recent quasi-adjudicative competences conferred on the Committee under the ICESCR's Optional Protocol; 23 and instructive, in its salutary reminder that the interpretation of international law norms is not the exclusive domain of international adjudication.
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The majority of the articles in the Symposium demonstrate the analytic value of a`turn to practice' when considering interpretation in international adjudication. 25 The extensive practical experience of Baragwanath, Sennekamp and Van Damme is brought to bear in their rich discussion of interpretation in the STL, the WTO Appellate Body and the CJEU. Meanwhile, Vidmar, Desierto and Gillespie orient their discussion around a detailed consideration of interpretive practice. However, the value of theory in the context of interpretation in international law has not diminished, as evidenced by our forthcoming co-edited book on the subject. 26 As Anne Peters has argued, international legal scholarship can`support practice by pursuing a via media between infertile alienation from and fetishism with practice' . 27 Dothan's chapter exemplifies the enduring virtue of doctrinal analysis complemented by theoretical research, in his transposition of democratic theory from the domestic constitutional context to a consideration of the appropriate interpretive posture of the European Court of Human Rights.
The Interpretation in International Law conference and this symposium would not have been possible without the help of many. We thank the symposium authors for their articles; the other speakers and session chairs at the conference; our sponsors including Oxford University Press, Cambridge University Press, Hart Publishing, Ashgate and Gonville & Caius College; and the CJICL editorial team for their assistance. 
